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G434-20.1
Section 15045 of the State CEQA Guidelines allows the lead
agency “..to recover the estimated costs for procedures necessary
to comply with CEQA on the project.” Under the provisions of
section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the lead agency
“..shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions
it has required on the project and the measures it has imposed to
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.” This program to
ensure “environmental compliance” is funded under section 15045
above.

G434-21
Section 4.2.5 discusses this topic.

G434-22
Section 4.2.7.3 and Appendix C3-2 contain information on LNG
carrier security.

G434-23
Amortization of costs is a fiscal rather than an environmental issue.
The Administrator of MARAD reviews costs as part of the Record of
Decision.
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G434-24
Section 1.3 addresses the scope of analysis required in the
EIS/EIR. Sections 2.2.1 and 4.6.2 have been updated with
information on natural gas quality. As stated in Section 4.6.2, all
natural gas imported into California must meet quality standards
established by the California Public Utilities Commission.

G434-25
Section 1.5 contains information on the public review and comment
opportunities provided by the lead agencies in full conformance
with the provisions of the law. Both the CSLC and MARAD/USCG
have met or exceeded the public notice requirements for this
Project (see Sections 1.5.1 and 1.5.3).

Comments of support or opposition are not considered a
component of the environmental process. Such opinions are part of
the record that will be provided to decision-makers when they
consider the proposed Project.
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G434-26
The transcripts of the public meetings were prepared by a certified
court reporter. The court reporter has certified that they are an
accurate representation of the proceedings. The transcripts reflect
the comments that were made at the public meetings. They were
posted on the project web site in order to afford the public access
as early as possible in the process. The transcripts are included in
the Final EIS/EIR. In addition, the transcripts are available on the
Department of Transportations's Docket Management System
under the project's identification number 16877
(http://dms.dot.gov/search/searchFormSimple.cfm, docket #16877).

G434-27
Sections 1.2.2, 1.2.3, and 1.2.5 contain additional information on
the purpose and need for the Project. Section 3.4.1 provides a
description of the the No Action Alternative. In accordance with
NEPA and CEQA, each resource analysis section in Chapter 4
evaluates the impacts of the No Action or No Project Alternative.
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G434-28
Sections 1.2, 3.1, 3.2, 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3, 4.10, and 4.10.1.3 contain
additional information on this topic. NEPA and the CEQA do not
require the consideration of alternatives that are infeasible or that
would require significant changes in governmental policy or
legislation. NEPA requires consideration of a “reasonable” number
of alternatives. In determining the scope of alternatives, the
emphasis is on “reasonable.” “Reasonable” alternatives include
those that are practical and feasible from the technical and
economic standpoint and using common sense (CEQ 40
Questions; #2a). Thus, the information must be sufficient to permit
decision-makers to make a reasoned choice of alternatives with
respect to their environmental impacts.

The EIS/EIR initially evaluated 18 locations for the FSRU as
potential locations for the deepwater port. It built on previous
California Coastal Commission studies that evaluated nearly 100
locations. Sections 3.3.7 and 3.3.9 discuss alternate locations and
technologies that were considered.

G434-29
The application was developed by BHPB; the October 2004 Draft
EIS/EIR was prepared by the MARAD, USCG, and CSLC. The
Applicant is not responsible for designating the environmentally
preferred alternative. Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA
Guidelines governs such designation.

G434-30
See the response to Comment G434-19. Sections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2
address conservation and renewable energy sources as
alternatives to the Project within the context of the California
Energy Commission's 2005 Integrated Energy Report and other
State and Federal energy reports.
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G434-31
See the response to Comment G434-30.

G434-32
See the response to G434-8. Further, section 15040(b)of the State
CEQA Guidelines states that "CEQA does not grant an agency new
powers independent of the powers granted to the agency by other
laws."

G434-33
Section 1.2.2 contains additional information on this topic. Section
3.3.5 discusses LNG terminals in Baja California. Several LNG
terminals have been approved in the United States, Canada, and
Mexico; however, none will provide additional natural gas supplies
or capacity exclusively to California. California competes with other
natural gas markets within the U.S. and so would not necessarily
benefit from increased supplies elsewhere, given the demand for
natural gas in the U.S.
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G434-34
See the response to Comment G434-33.

G434-35
Sections 3.3.6 through 3.3.9 contain additional information on this
topic.
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G434-36
Most locations along the West Coast experience adverse
wind/wave conditions at some time during the year. The locations
of the proposed Project and the Santa Barbara Channel alternative
are sheltered to some degree by the Channel Islands and as a
result have fewer instances of adverse wind/wave conditions than
locations north of Point Conception.

G434-37
Section 3.3.6 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-38
Section 3.3.7.3 contains additional information about the potential
for an alternative at Point Conception.

Sections 4.13.2.2, 4.7.1.4, and 4.20.1.5 contain additional
information on this topic. According to CINMS staff, installation of
the FSRU and pipeline at the proposed location would not
automatically preclude the CINMS from expanding its boundaries.
The 2006 Draft Management Plan/Draft EIS for the CINMS “does
not propose a sanctuary boundary expansion, but calls for the
continuation of a comprehensive, scientifically based, open public
process that will lead to a decision in the future” (Mobley 2006).
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G434-39
Section 3.3.7.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-40
Section 3.3.7.4 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-41
Technology has advanced so that floating offshore LNG terminals
can be installed at greater depths than were considered in the 1978
CCC study. Section 3.3.7.2 has been updated with this information.
Section 3.3.7.4 provides the criteria used to evaluate offshore
locations.
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G434-42
Section 3.3.10 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-43
Section 2.3.1 contains a revised discussion of the route of the
offshore pipelines and Section 3.3.10 discusses offshore pipeline
route alternatives. Both sections discuss the crossing of Navy RELI
cable lines.

G434-44
Section 3.3.9 discusses this topic.

G434-45
The FSRU would be located outside of the current boundary of the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) and vessels
associated with Cabrillo Port operations would not be expected to
enter the CINMS. Sections 4.7.1.4, 4.13.2.2, and 4.20.1.5 discuss
the potential expansion of the CINMS boundary, which is not
proposed at this time. Sections 4.7.4, 4.15.4, 4.16.4, and 4.18.4
describe potential impacts on the marine environment and
proposed mitigation measures to reduce those potential impacts.

G434-46
Sections 4.10.1, 4.10.4, 4.20.1, and 4.20.3 discuss this topic.

G434-47
No part of the Project would be located in Malibu; therefore, its
consistency with the Malibu Local Coastal Plan is not at issue.
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G434-48
See the response to Comment G434-45.
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G434-48.1
Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. Section 4.2.4 contains information on Federal
and State agency jurisdiction and cooperation. The Deepwater Port
Act specifies regulations that all deepwater ports must meet;
Section 4.2.7.3 contains information on design and safety
standards for the deepwater port. Section 4.2.8.2 contains
information on pipeline safety and inspections. Impact EJ-1 in
Section 4.19.4 addresses additional pipeline design requirements in
areas of low-income and minority communities. The EIS/EIR's
analyses have been developed with consideration of these factors
and regulations and in full conformance with the requirements of
NEPA and the CEQA.

G434-49
The regulations implementing the Deepwater Port Act (33 CFR
149.625 (a)) require that "each component, except for hoses,
mooring lines, and aids to navigation buoys, must be designed to
withstand at least the combined wind, wave, and current forces of
the most severe storm that can be expected to occur at the
deepwater port in any 100-year period."

By definition, a 100-year wave event is expected to occur once
every 100 years on average over the course of many hundreds of
years. The estimated 100-year wave height (7+ meters) and peak
wave period (16+ seconds) at the FSRU exceed any waves
generated locally by strong northwest winds. The most extreme
waves are primarily generated in the deep ocean and propagate
through the Channel Islands.

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of the FSRU. The Cabrillo Port must be designed
in accordance with applicable standards, and the U.S. Coast Guard
has final approval. The Deepwater Port Act specifies performance
levels that all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains
information on design and safety standards for the deepwater port.
Section 4.2.8.2 contains information on pipeline safety and
inspections. The EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with
consideration of these factors and regulations.

G434-50
Section 2.2.2 contains an updated description and figures of the



FSRU.

G434-51
Issues of crew safety and the design of the FSRU would be
addressed in the USCG review of the detailed design. The USCG
considers the safety of the crew in its review and would not approve
designs that would be unsafe for the crew.

G434-52
See the response to Comment G434-51.
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G434-53
Section 2.2.2.5 discusses this topic.

G434-54
Please note that oil and gas exploration structures of similar size to
the FSRU are constructed worldwide and towed regularly hundreds
and often thousands of miles. There are well-established
procedures for this process.

Since the FSRU would be designed and built to withstand the
effects of a 100-year storm, it is fully expected to withstand the
rigors of a trans-ocean voyage. Before it is transported to the U.S.,
the FSRU would have to be certified by an international
classification society. The towing vessel would have to be a classed
vessel that would be fully capable of towing the FSRU safely under
all reasonable conditions of operation. The crew would have to be
trained and experienced in towing operations. In addition, the
Applicant would be required to develop and implement a voyage or
tow plan for the FSRU's transportation. The tow or voyage plan
would describe measures to ensure the voyage would not pose a
threat to life, property or the environment and would include at a
minimum the following:

· A provision that the FSRU would not be manned throughout the
duration of the voyage;

· An evaluation of long-term weather forecasting and sea conditions
along the intended route;

· Contingency measures, including the location of harbors or
protected waters of safe refuge to take shelter in the event of
severe weather;

· A comprehensive communications plan.

The voyage would not commence until an appropriate "window of
opportunity" presents itself to minimize the risk of encountering
severe weather or other activities (e.g., planned naval fleet ops)
that could negatively impact the voyage. Once the FSRU reaches
its destination, the Coast Guard Officer in Charge, Marine
Inspection will ensure that the structure is fully capable of service
as a deepwater port (see Section 2.5.1).

G434-55
The USCG would review and approve all aspects of the Project
design before implementation to ensure that it meets all applicable
engineering and regulatory standards.



If the FSRU were to become unmoored, the patrolling tugboats
could also be used to hold in place. Section 4.3.1.4 contains
additional information on this topic.

G434-56
The USCG would review the FSRU's design and the requireed
HAZOP study to ensure that it is safe for the crew to operate. See
Section 4.2 and Appendices C1 and C2 for the revised safety and
risk analyses.

G434-57
Section 2.2.2.5 contains revised text on this topic.

2004/G434
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G434-58
Section 2.2.2.5 discusses FSRU safety systems.

The USCG would review and approve all aspects of the Project
design before implementation to ensure that it meets all applicable
engineering, regulatory, and safety standards. The Operations
Manual would include all contingencies, including but would not be
limited to back-up controls, as indicated in Sections 4.2.7.3 and
4.2.7.6.

G434-59
See the response to Comment G434-57. Impacts PS-1 and PS-2 in
Section 4.2.7.6 address safety procedures in response to a release
of LNG at the FSRU or along the pipelines.

G434-60
Section 2.2.2.5 describes the safety systems that would be used on
the FSRU and Section 2.4 describes onshore operations. Section
4.2.8.4 discusses safety systems for the pipelines.

G434-61
See the response to Comment G434-58.

G434-62
Section 2.3.1 contains additional information on this topic.

G434-63
The installation of shore crossing pipelines has been modified since
issuance of the October 2004 Draft EIS/EIR, using horizontal
directional boring instead of horizontal directional drilling. Section
2.6.1 has been updated to include a discussion of this topic. As
discussed in the section, "HDB has been used since 1977 to install
large-diameter pipelines beneath environmentally sensitive areas
such as waterways and surf zones." Therefore, the likelihood of
failure of the shore crossing method is unlikely.
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G434-64
The Project has been modified since issuance of the October 2004
Draft EIS/EIR, and the main odorant station has been relocated to
the FSRU with a smaller backup odorant facility onshore. Sections
2.4.1.3, 4.2.7, 4.7.4, 4.12, 4.18.4, 6.2.2, and 6.2.3 contain updated
text on this topic.

G434-65
Applicable safety standards and agency responsibilities for review,
inspection, and enforcement of safety standards are described in
Section 4.2.6.
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G434-66
See the response to Comment G437-20.

The projected FSRU in-service life is a maximum of 40 years.
Because there are too many unknowns regarding the environment
40 years from now, specific impacts are not reasonably
foreseeable. As noted in Section 2.8, supplemental NEPA/CEQA
documentation would be required prior to the decommissioning of
the FSRU.

G434-67
Section 4.3.1 has been updated to clarify the topic. Project-related
LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the Santa Barbara
Channel TSS under normal operating conditions.
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G434-68
Section 4.3.1 discusses vessel traffic. Commercial vessel traffic
information was obtained from USCG (2002 to 2004), the Port of
Hueneme (2004), and the Port of El Segundo (2004). Recreational
and fishing boat traffic data was provided by the National Park
Service (2003) and the Port of Hueneme (2004).

G434-69
See the response to comment G434-68.

G434-70
The National Park Service maintains records about the recreational
vessel traffic that transits the Channel Islands National Park. Table
4.3-1 contains these data.

G434-71
Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.4 contain information on vessel traffic
between the FSRU and Port Hueneme. The Applicant has updated
its projections of vessel traffic between Port Hueneme and the
FSRU. Projected weekly vessel transits have been reduced. Table
4.3-3 has been updated with these revised projections. Impact
MT-2 in Section 4.3.4 contains the revised analysis of potential
impacts on maritime traffic.
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G434-72
LNG carriers approaching and departing the Cabrillo Port FSRU
would travel on the routes depicted in Figure 4.3-2 (also see
Section 4.3.1.3). LNG carriers would neither cross nor enter the
Santa Barbara Channel coastwise traffic lanes under normal
operating conditions. The FSRU would be located about 2 nautical
miles from the southbound coastwise traffic lane. Given this
distance, its presence, under normal operating conditions, would
not interfere with operations in the coastwise traffic lanes.

LNG carriers and commercial vessels longer than 65 feet (20 m)
would be equipped with an automatic identification system (AIS) so
that they would be able to detect other LNG carriers and other
vessels. Also, LNG carriers would be responsible for adhering to
the "rules of the road" for ship traffic. Section 4.3.1.4 describes
safety measures to be used.
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G434-73
See the responses to Comments G434-71 and G434-72. Section
4.3.4 discusses impacts associated with the increased vessel traffic
due to the proposed Project.

G434-74
Figure 4.3-2 provides the tanker approach and departure route.
This route has been agreed upon by the Applicant, USCG, and the
U.S. Navy.

G434-75
As discussed in G434-72, the LNG carriers would neither cross nor
enter the TSS. Under normal operating conditions, the LNG carriers
would only approach Cabrillo Port from the south and would not
enter the existing boundaries of the CINMS, either during approach
or departure.
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